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UNITED' STATES DISTRICT COURT 
■NORTHERN DISTRICT.'.OF ILLINOIS 
* * ' EASTERN DIVISION 


UNITED STATES’OF ^AMERICA 

" % \« 


) 

-) 


Noi "84.“ CR 247 


' = .} * v. > *. ■ k • - .; ) •/ \ >:Violation: Title 18, 

.' -V- ' •’ " ...' • ) United States Code, Sections 

; -. *K , ;.;i/ . ) ■ }\\y 1962(d), 1341 and 1951 

The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND'JURY charges: : 5 

■•is . ■. - . ?. V ;; T ; > • ;■ ' 

{ • 1.- At-all times material’to this indictment:! 

, '* * ’ « , , > * , * *>*' '* * 4 * •U‘ r i * < « 

.. •“ A.: * : The Circuit'Court ;bf Cook iCouhty was an entity, located in Chicago 

. . *: *' V ; . s . " ;• - •' 

k *««•’*'= * *•* ■'* *. • '*< ! 5 • 1 . ,» • , * 'm 1, 

and elsewhere Within Cook: County^ empowered unde?, the Constitution and laws of the 

. \ V > ;.V 

State of Illinois, to adjudicate' civil-and criminal-cases jarising in Cook County. 

: : • ’ ' ’ ■ ; - ' ... 

•, . b. The’Circuit Court:of Cook.County;was an ’’enterprise" the activities 




of :whicti affected, interstate commerce as.'that term is defined, in Title 18, United 
States Code, Section 196/1(4). 

* v'* 

. : ' C. ; Defendant[ 


was "a judge of the Circuit Court of Cook 

County.-.It was/his responsibility; to. hear evidence on motions and trials, and to rule 

■!’ ' • > " ‘ ' • 

on-motions and ? trials according to.the.law.and the'evidence. 

’ ‘ .. . . •'* 

(• '* * • 


D.V : Defendant 


as..a judge of the Circuit Court'of Cook 


County, was a-pe.rson employed by th.e Circuit Court of Cook County, the ^enterprise” 

* ; , . 1 : * > ; > /■ ’ 

.described in paragraph.B-above.-'/" ; . > 

.• ■ ■ .> ■ V;. : - . 

: ' E. .• 'was ah undercover! agent’of the Federal ; Bureau of 

* i ..■; . . < :* . 5 . . ,i 

Investigation, .who practiced as-a-iawyer imthe Circuit Court of Cook County. > 

. ; i f..vI land were Chicago Police officers 


assigned to the;. Circuit Court of-Cook'County;.’ ’: . s. 

• '; y ! :■ ; ' • 

G : ; ■■ There.:.were;'in force :'ahd. effect, criminal statutes of the State of 

Illinois involving bribery^ Illinois'Revised Statutes,’Chapter 38, Sections 33-1 and 33- 

* > , ^ *• 11 s * 1 - ( > d > 

3(d),\ and' the ^violation of either statute was punishable by imprisonment for more than 

:• " V’;- ‘ * - J ' - . : * 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 


one'year. 




2. Beginning at least as early as June, 1981, and continuing until at least 


June, 1983, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, 


[ 


] 


defendant herein, being a person employed by an enterprise which engaged in and the 
activities of which affected interstate commerce, namely, the Circuit Court of Cook 
County, did knowingly conspire, with I 


and others known and 


unknown to the grand jury, to conduct and participate in the conduct of the affairs of 
the Circuit Court of Cook County, directly and indirectly, through a pattern of 
racketeering activity, as that term is defined in Title 18, United States Code, Section 
1961, said racketeering activity consisting of multi ple acts involving bribery and 
conspiracy to commit bribery, consisting of the solicitation a nd receipt of money by 
defendant | |which he was not authorized by law to accept, to influence 


him in the performance of acts related to his employment and functions as a Judge of 
the Circuit Court of Cook County in the disposition of litigation in the Circuit Court 
of Cook County, in violation of Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38, Sections 33-1 
and 33-3(d). These acts involving bribery and conspiracy to commit bribery are as 
follows: 

(1) From in or about June, 1981 until in or about August, 1981, defendant 
_and others conspired to. r eceive and did. receive 


money from attorneys in traffic court to influence the disposition of cases heard by 


defendant 


(2) From in or about June, 1982 through in or about June, 1983, 
I conspired with others so that 


and 


another judge could receive bribes froln 


in connection with their obtaining clients in and around Judge 


courtroom. 


b6 
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I 


i (3) In or about June, 1982 

did receive bribgs through r 


conspired, to receive and 




in and around Judge_ 

Icourtroom. 


] from attorneys 
in connection with' their obtaining clients 


,t/J (4) From about January or February 1982 until; about early- 1983, 
defendant! ['directly received approximately $2,000 from 

—i 


to influence the referral of cases to[ 


^|Jy (5) On or about December 18, 1981, defendant 
r eceived approximately $200 from I through I 


> influence the disposition of People v. 


^ On or about February 26, 1982, defendant 
received approximately $200 from | | through!" 

the disposition of People v. 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962(d). 


] 


]to influence 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 
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COUNT TWO 

The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

1. Paragraph one of Count One of the indictment is realleged herein. 

2. At all times material to this indictment: 

A. A defendant in a criminal case in Cook County could be admitted to 
bail by depositing ten per cent of the bail amount in cash with the Clerk of the Cook 
County Circuit Court. At the conclusion of the criminal proceeding, if the attorney 
so requested, the judge could order the Clerk of the Cook County Circuit Court to 
refund the cash bond directly to the attorney rather than to the defendant. 

B. There were in force and effect Standards of Judicial Conduct of the 

Supreme Court of Illinois, including Rule 61(12) which states as follows: 

(12) A judge should neither perform nor take part in any 
judicial act in which his personal interests are involved. He 
should, not allow any person to - Affluence” him improperly or 
enjoy his favor; and he should not convey the impression by 
his conduct that he can be so influenced or affected. 

3. Beginning as early as January, 1982, and continuing until approximately 

June, 1983, the precise dates being unknown to the grand jury, at Chicago, in the 

Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, 

~ j b6 

-1 b7C 

defendant herein, together with other co-schemers both known and unknown to the 

grand jury, devised .and intend ed to devise and participated in a scheme to defraud: 

(a) Cook County and its citizens, its public officials, and its 
public employees of their right to have the business of the 
Cook County Circuit Court conducted honestly, fairly, 
impartially, free from corruption, collusion, partiality, 



4 




dishonesty, conflict of interest, bribery and fraud, and in 
accordance with the laws of the State of Illinois and the 
Standards of Judicial Conductj and 

(b) the Cook County Circuit Court and the citizens of Cook 
County of their right to the loyal, faithful and honest 
services of | | in the performance of acts related 


to his public employment. 

4. It was a part of the scheme to defraud that Judge 


allowed attorneys 


to solicit clients in and around his courtroom and referred clients to attorneys so that 
Judge 


and another judge could receive bribes from the 


attorneys involved. ► 

(a) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that Judge 


was 


assigned to Branch 40 of the Circuit Court from approximately November, 1981 
through June, 1982, and was assigned to Branch 28 from approximately July, 1982 
through June, 1983. 

(b) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that Judge| 


allowed 


to solicit 


clients in and around his courtroom and referred clients to these attorneys. 

(c) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that these attorneys 

so that they could obtain clients 


paid bribes to another judge through 


in and around Judgel 


courtroom. 


(d) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that Judge £ 
received bribes himself through_ 


also 


from the above-named attorneys so 


that they could obtain clients in and around his courtroom. 


b6 
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(e) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that 


directly paid Judge_approximately $2,000 from January or February 1982 until 

early 1983 so that he could obtain cases in Branch 40 and Branch 28. 

« 

(f) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that Judge | | ordered 

cash bond refunds to attorneys whom he allowed to solicit cases and to whom he 

i 

referred cases. 

(g) It was further a part of the scheme to defraud that the Clerk of the Cook 

County Circuit Court mailed the cash bond refunds to the attorneys when so ordered 
by Judge_ 

5. On or about May 17, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, 



defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly cause to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 

refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1849585 payable to_ in 

the amount of $180 in connection with People v.| 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341. 
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COUNT THREE 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. 

2. On or about May 19, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 

refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1851092 payable to_ in 

the amount of $50 in connection with People v.| 1 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


5 

t 

I* 
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i 


COUNT FOUR 

The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 1 . 

s , L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. , 

2. On or about July 9, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, * 


defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 

and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 

■< ' 

* 

be delivered, according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash' bond 
refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1892815 payable to 

/ , s 

the amount of $900 in connection with People v. 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


m 


b6 
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COUNT FIVE 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. 

2. On or about July 19, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 

i 

Division, 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 
refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1900120 payable to in 

the amount of $180 in connection with People v. _ 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


b6 

b7C 


i 

it 






} 


,, COUNT SIX . . | 

’ !' 4 1 

The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

1. Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 

1 i 

incorporated herein. , ' , 

( 

l 2. On or about July 21^ 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 

'I 

Division, 

> i 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 
refund? namely, Cook County Check number 1901912 payable to | ] in the 

amount of $180 in connection with People v. ~~l 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 

i 

s 

i 


I 
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COUNT SEVEN 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. 

2. On or about August 9, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, 

I 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 

refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1917031 payable to_in the 

amount of $80 in connection with People v.l I 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


b6 

b7C 
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COUNT EIGHT 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. 

2. On or about July 15, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 

refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1897776 payable to_ in the 

amount of $90 in connection with People v. _ 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


b6 

b7C 
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COUNT NINE 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. 

2. On or about July 15, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 

* 

Division, 


defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 
and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 

refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1897651 payable to _in the 

amount of $90 in connection with People v. _ 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 
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! 

I 


COUNT TEN 


The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 
incorporated herein. , , 

2. On or about August 9, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 
Division, • | 


'defendant herein, for the purpose, of executing the scheme to defraud described'above, 

f 

and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 
be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash bond 
refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1917201 payable to| 
amount of $170 in connection with People v.| 


in the 


b6 

b7C 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


i 
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*> 


COUNT ELEVEN 

I 1 

/The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: | 

, ' < ; 

s L Paragraphs One through Four of Count Two of this indictment are 

* i 

l 1 

incorporated herein. ' ( I 

2. On or about August 13, 1982, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern 

1 * 

Division, ! -i 


1 j - 4 * ^ 

defendant herein, for the purpose of executing the scheme to defraud described above, 

‘ ■ , 4 , 

and attempting to do so, knowingly caused to be placed in the United States Mails to 

; .: ! t 

be delivered according to the directions thereon a check representing a cash; bond 
refund; namely, Cook County Check number 1921487 payable to | 

h _ 

amount of $90 in connection withiPeople v. 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 134L 


in the 


J T 


b6 

b7C 
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COUNT TWELVE i 

The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

On or about December 18,, 1981, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, 


Eastern Division, 


defendant herein, knowingly did affect and attempt to affect commerce, as that!term 
is defined by Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951(b)(3), by extortion, as that 
term is defined by Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951(b)(2), in that, the 
defendant, _ did wrongfully obtain property in the amount of 


defendant, |_| 

approximately $200 from_ 

connection with People v. | 
which money was obtained from I 


induced under color of official right; 


_| through |_| and |_| in 

which money was not__d n e the defendan t; and 
~|with his consent, said consent being 


In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951. 


16 




COUNT THIRTEEN 


' The SPECIAL OCTOBER 1983 GRAND JURY further charges: 

i 

On or about February 26, 1982, at Chicago, in the Northern District; of Illinois, 
Eastern Division, 


defendant herein, knowingly did affect and attempt, to affect commerce, as that term 
is defined by Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951(b)(3), by extortion, as that 
term is defined by Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951(b)(2), in that the 

J did wrongfully obtain property in the amount of 

in connection with 


defendant, 


approximately $200 from 
People v. 


through 


obtained from[ 


which money was not due the defendant, and which money was 

i 

with his consent, said consent being induced under color 


of official right; 

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 195L 


! 


r 




b6 

b7C 




17 




«* t 


\* . rniiHT fourteen •. 

« ~ he SPECIAL OCTOBER"'198?; GRAND JURY further charges: 

: JUahou,« r : 7 ^r^^ ■-* ■* in - Northern 

District offlllindis. Eastern Divsio n, ; • 


defendant herein, knowingly did affect am, Attempt"-.affect commerce, as ^ 

is defined by T,ti S .8, United States Code,; Section ,9? W by cotton . 

term" is defined by. Tit,h », United States. Code, Section . 

[did ; wrongfully Obtain "property in the amount 

| which money was not due the defendant, 
with his consent, said consent 


defendant,' 


approximately $2,000 from[ 


i 'a * 

and whiclr money, was obtained from, 
being induced'under ;color\of official right;.. . 

• : IH violation of Title 18, United States Code,.Seetion »»L 


, ^ ■; > i 

, ' N s « 
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Defendant is charged in Count One of the b6 

indictment with racketeering. In order to sustain its burden of 
proof on Count One of the indictment/ the government must prove 
each of the following propositions: 

i 

First/ that the defendant was employed by the Circuit Court 
of Cook County; 

Second, that the defendant knowingly conspired to conduct 
and participate in the conduct of the affairs of the Circuit Court 
• of Cook County, directly and indirectly, through a pattern of 
racketeering activity, namely: bribery and conspiracy to commit 
bribery in violation of Illinois law as alleged in the indictment; 
and 

Third, that the activities of the Circuit Court of Cook 
County affected interstate commerce or engaged in interstate com¬ 
merce. 

If you find from your consideration of all of the evidence 
that each of these propositions have been proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt you should find the defendant guilty on Count One. 

If, on the other hand, you find from your consideration; of " 
all the evidence that any one of these propositions have not been 
proved beyond a reasonable doubt as to Count One you should find 
the defendant not guilty on that count. 


/ 




i 


l 


. The defendant is charged; with mail fraud in Counts Two through Eleven. .In order. 

. " ' ” " f 

,to sustain its burden of proof on each of those counts of the indictment the government 

s i 

‘must prove both of the following propositions beyond a reasonable doubt. I 

! . I 

First, that the defendant knowingly and intentionally participated in the; scheme* 

■ l i 

. to defraud which ;is described in the indictment; and I 

t 

Second, that for the purpose of carrying,out the scheme or attempting to;;do so,, 

the defendant caused the United States mails to be used in the manner‘charge'd 1 in the 

t ~ >' 

particular count., ' 1 \ \ 1 

U ! 

If you find from your consideration of. all the evidence, that- both of these* 

> H • , , a 

propositions has been proved beyond a reasonable doubt as to a.particular count, then, you; 

V * ,f k i * 

a Si : 

should find the defendant guilty on that count. * . 

If, on the .other hand, you find from your consideration of all of the evidence that 

J • i , i 

these propositions have not been proved beyond a reasonable doubt as to» ; a particular 

1 ■« 

count, then you should find the defendant not guilty on that.count., ‘ 






* As to Counts Twelve through Fourteen of the indictment, it is not necessary for 

you to find that the defendant knew or intended that his actions would affect commerce, 
f ’ it is only necessary in Counts Twelve through Fourteen that the natural 

consequences of the acts committed-by the defendant charged in the indictment; have a 
potential to affect commerce in any way or degree. 


3 



In order to establish a ’’pattern of racketeering activity" as alleged in Count One 
of the indictment the government must prove beyond a reasonable doubt at least two of 
the acts involving bribery or conspiracy to commit bribery as alleged in the. indictment. 
You must be unanimous in your agreement as to what constitutes the two acts. 



The defendant is presumed to be innocent of the charge. This presumption 
remains with the defendant throughout every stage of the trial and during your 
deliberations on the verdict, and is not overcome unless from all the evidence in" the 
case you are convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty. 

The government has the burden of proving the guilt of the defendant beyond a 
reasonable doubt, and this burden remains on the government throughout the case. 
The! defendant is not required to prove his innocence. 


i 


i 

f 

> i 

I 

i 

f 


\ 

f 

! 


r 


) 



The prior statements made by the witnesses 


which were inconsistent with their testimony given during the trial 
may be considered by you only in deciding the credibility of those 
witnesses. 

i 

_ which were incon- 


The prior statements of the witness 


sistent with his testimony given during the trial, :may be considered 
by you for all, purposes. 




The practice of assigning bail bond deposits, less 
costs, to an attorney in a criminal case to assure the attorney' 
collection of fees is well recognized in the State of Illinois. 




The indictment in this case is the formal method of accusing the defendant of a 

* t 

.crime and placing him on trial. It is not evidence against the defendant and does not 
create any inference of guilt. 




< Mere violation of the standards of judicial conduct 

of the Supreme Court of Illinois is not, standing alone, 
sufficient to establish the defendant's guilt of the mail 
fraud scheme charged in the indictment. 







When the word •'knowingly" is used in these instructions* it means that the 
defendant realized what he was doing and was aware of the nature of his conduct, and 
did not act through ignorance, mistake or accident. Knowledge may be proven by 
defendant's conduct, and by all the facts and circumstances surrounding the case. 




i 

I 




The indictment charges that the offenses were.committed “on or about” particular 
dates specified in the indictment. Although the evidence need not establish with 
certainty the exact dates of the alleged offenses, it must establish that the <, offenses 
were committed on a dates reasonably near the dates charged. 



Each count of the indictment charges the defendant with having committed a 
separate offense. 

Each count should be considered separately, and a separate verdict should be 
returned as to each count. Your verdict of guilty or not guilty of an offense charged in 
one count should 1 not control your decision as to any other count. 


i 



A scheme may be inferred from the circumstances and the 
conduct of the parties. In determining whether the alleged scheme 
existed, you should consider the actions and declarations of all 
of the alleged participants. However, in determining whether the 
defendant participated in the alleged "scheme, you should consider 
only the defendant's acts and statements. 

To be a member of the scheme, the defendant need not know 
all of the details of the scheme. 

Each participant may perform separate and distinct acts. 
However, the government must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the defendant was aware of the purpose of the scheme. 

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that a scheme existed 
and that the defendant participated in that scheme, then the acts 
and declarations of any other participant in the scheme, in or out 
of the defendant's presence, done in furtherance of the scheme and 
during its existence may be considered as evidence against the 
defendant even though the defendant was unaware of those acts or 
declarations or even unaware of the co—schemer who committed those 
acts or made those declarations. 




A 


I 

The matter of punishment is not to be considered by you in reaching your verdict* 


t 



* 



i 




Upon retiring, to the jury room, select one of your number as your foreperson. The 

foreperson will preside over your deliberations and will be your .representative here in 
court. 

j 

Forms of verdict have been prepared for you. 

(Forms of verdict read.) 

Take these forms to the jury room, and when you have reached unanimous 
agreement on the verdict, your foreperson will fill in and date the appropriate form, 
and. each of you will sign it. 

i 

l 



‘ t 



/r 




The evidence consists of the sworn testimony of the witnesses, the exhibits 

received in evidence, and stipulated or admitted. 

A stipulation is an agreed statement of facts-between the parties, and you should 

regard agreed statements as true. 

J . . . ' 

You are to consider only the evidence received in this case.. You should consider 
this evidence in the light of your own observations and experiences in life. You may 
draw such reasonable inferences as you believe to be justified from proved facts. 

You are to disregard any evidence to which I sustained an objection or which I 

ordered stricken. Anything you may have seen or heard about this case outside the 

! 

courtroom is not evidence and must be entirely disregarded. You should not be 
influenced by sympathy, prejudice, fear or public opinion. 



You should decide this case solely on the evidence presented ' here ! 'in the 
courtroom. You must completely disregard any press, television or radio reports which 
you 'may have read, seen or heard. Such reports are not evidence; therefore, you must 
not be influenced in any manner whatever by such publicity. 


t 

’1 


I 


i 


n 




The weight to be given to any particular evidence is not necessarily determined 
by the number of witnesses testifying on behalf of each side. You are to consider all 
the evidence in the case in determining the credibility of witnesses. You may find 
that the testimony of a smaller number of witnesses for one side is more credible 
than the testimony of a greater number of witnesses for the other side. , 


i 


i 





Opening statements of counsel are for the purpose of acquainting you in advance 
with the facts counsel expect the evidence to show. Closing arguments of counsel are 
for the purpose of discussing the evidence. 

Opening statements, closing arguments and other statements of counsel should be 
disregarded to the extent they are not supported by the evidence. 

During the course of trial it often becomes the duty of counsel to make objections 

) 

and for me to rule on them in accordance with the law. The fact that counsel made 
objections should not influence you in any way. 



The citizens of Cook County and the Circuit Court of Cook County have an 
intangible right ito the loyal and faithful services of public employees and an intangible 
right to have the judicial system operated free from bribery. 

A scheme to defraud the Circuit Court of Cook County or the citizens pf Cook 
County of that intangible rights may constitute a scheme to defraud within the-meaning 
of the mail fraud statute. ! 



I 





1 


Members of the jury, the evidence and arguments in this case have been 
completed, and I will now instruct you as to the law applicable to this case. Itfjs your 

j, * * * 

, duty to follow all of the instructions. ■ i 

♦ 

You must not question- any rule of law stated by me in these instructions. 

Regardless of any opinion you may have as to what the law ought to be, you must base 

* , , 

your verdict upon the law given : by me. 1 . ■ 

j l ■ 1 

)" It is your duty to determine, the facts from the evidence in ( ,this case. You are to 
apply the law given to you in these-instructions to the facts and in this way decide the 

" i, * ' . •* f’ ' ‘ 

case* . ♦ * 

f. j 

» ' ; 





In reference to the requirement in Count One of the indict¬ 
ment that the Circuit Court of Cook County engaged in interstate 
commerce or affected interstate commerce, the government heed not 
prove that the defendant engaged in interstate commerce or that 
the acts of the defendant affected interstate commerce. The govern¬ 
ment need not prove that the interstate commerce was related to 
Traffic Court, Branch 28, or Branch 40. The government need only 
prove that the Circuit Court of Cook County engaged in interstate 
commerce or affected interstate commerce. 

If you find that the government has proven beyond a reason¬ 
able doubt that the County of Cook purchased goods and supplies 
for the Circuit Court of Cook County and that the goods and supplies 
had their source or origin outside the State of Illinois, then I 
instruct you as a matter of law as to Count One that commerce was 
engaged in or affected as required by the statute. 




'■ l The crime; of mail fraud requires proof of intent to defraud before the defendant 
can be convicted. To act with “intent to defraud" within the context of this case, t means 

1 J 

to act knowingly and with the intent to defraud Cook County and its citizens of their 
rights to John G. Laurie's loyal and faithful services in the performance of acts related J 

to his public employment, and their rights, to have the business of Circuit Court ' 

i * 1 , * ( ‘ • f - f 

conducted free from bribery. > , ■’ ! 

r; ■ 1 • ■ • ,, 

, Good’faith constitutes a complete defense to one charged with an offense of • 

'a 1 

which fraudulent; intention is the essential element. Anyone who acts with !honest' ? 

j 1 ■ i’ • 

intentions is not chargeable with fraudulent, intent. Evidence which establishes oniy that 1 ' 

! . .. .i 

a person made a mistake in judgment or an error in judgment or in management or was * 

careless does not ^establish fraudulent intent. 1 \ 






Under the mail fraud statute each separate use of the mails in furtherance of the 
scheme to defraud constitutes a separate offense. 


i 


i 



! 
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It is not necessary that any person was actually defrauded by the scheme. Nor is 
it necessary that the government prove all of the acts charged in paragraph 4 of the mail 

fraud counts. It is essential only that one or more of them be proved beyond a 

• ■ > 

reasonable doubt to show the existence of the scheme. You must be unanimous in your 

, i ' f 

agreement as to each act. 


i 


1 


1 






Defendant is also charged in Counts Twelve through Fourteen with attempting to 
affect or affecting interstate commerce by extortion, and with aiding and abetting,other 
public officials who attempted to affect or affected commerce by extortion. In order to 
sustain its burden of proof on each of those counts of the indictment, the government 
must prove all of the following propositions: 

I knowingly and wilfully obtained money from the 


(1) That Judge 


person described in, the counts; 

(2) That the person described in the counts consented to the giving or delivery of 


the money to Judgd 


(3) That the consent of 


or 


was induced under 


"color of official right" as that term is defined in these instructions; 

(4) That the defendant knew that the consent of the person described in the 
counts was induced under "color of official right"; and 

(5) That the extortion alleged in the counts in some way or degree affected 
commerce as that term is defined in these instructions. 

If you find from your consideration of all the evidence that each of these 
propositions has been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, then you should find the 
defendant guilty. 

On the other hand, if you find from your consideration of all of the evidence that 
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any of these propositions has not been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, then you must 
find the defendant not guilty. 




For Counts Twelve through Fourteen of the indictment/ you 
must find beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant either af¬ 
fected or attempted to affect commerce by extortion. 

did in 


If you find that 


and 


fact customarily purchaser materials or services that had their 
source or origin outside the state of Illinois/ or customarily 
purchased materials or services from companies which in turn pur¬ 
chased materials or services that had their source or origin outside 
the state of Illinois, I instruct you as a matter of law that com¬ 
merce was affected. 

The government need not prove that the undercover FBI agent 
customarily made purchases from outsicle the state of Illinois. If 
you find that it was reasonably probable that an actual functioning 
law practice of the kind that he purported to be engaged in, would 
have customarily purchased materials or services that had their 
source or origin outside the state of Illinois, I instruct you as 
a matter of law that there was an attempt to affect commerce. 

You need not find that the defendant both attempted to affect 
commerce and affected commerce. It is sufficient if you find that 
he either attempted to affect commerce or affected commerce. 
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The government must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that 


or 


consented to Judge 


obtaining money from him and that his 


consent was induced under "color of official right." Extortion under color of official 
right means the obtaining of money or property by a public official through the wrongful 
use of his position, when the money or property obtained was not lawfully due and owing 

I 

to him or to the position which he heldi. It includes the misuse of one's position of 


employment in order to induce payments. 


i 


If Judge 


knew that the. motivation of the alleged,victim named in the 


indictment focused on the official's public position and that the money or property that 

. !. - i, 

was allegedly paid by the victim was not lawfully due and owing to the official or to the 
office which he held, that is sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the law of 

i 

extortion under color of official right. The same transaction may constitute bribery and 

f 

extortion under color of official right by the public official who received it. ; 
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l' * 1 

Under the mail fraud statute and the evidence in this case, the government, must 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant knowingly caused the mails to be 

used in furtherance of a scheme to defraud. To establish this element of the crime of 

* 1 

mail fraud, it is not necessary .that the objectionable matter be mailed by the, defendant 
personally. The act of mailing may be performed by a perfectly innocent person. It * 

would be sufficient if a defendant caused an innocent person to place the matter in the 

I 

post office in furtherance of therunlawful scheme to defraud. ,Where one does an act 
■ " ” ,! .1 

with the knowledge that the use of the mails will follow in the ordinary; course of 

I t 
i 

business, or where such use of the mails can reasonably be foreseen, even though not 

<{ * 

actually intended,:then he "causes” the mails to be used. The mailed matter atself need 

' * * Jv 

not be false or fraudulent, the mailed matter need only assist in carrying out the scheme. 


* 

i 
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In order to establish the offense of conspiracy as charged 
in Count 1, the government must prove these elements beyond a 
reasonable doubt: 

1. that the alleged conspiracy existed, and 

2. that the defendant knowingly and intentionally became a 
member of the conspiracy. 

A conspiracy is a combination of two or more persons to 
accomplish an unlawful purpose. 

In determining whether the alleged conspiracy existed, you 
may consider the actions and statements of all the alleged partici¬ 
pants. The agreement may be inferred from all the circumstances 
and the conduct of all the alleged participants. 

In determining whether the defendant became a member of the 
conspiracy you may consider only the acts and statements of the 
defendant. 

To be a member of the conspiracy, the defendant need not 
join at the beginning or know all the other members or the means 
by which the purpose was to be accomplished. The government must 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt, from the defendant's own acts and 
statements, that he was aware of the common purpose and was a willing 
participant. 



& 


To "attempt” an offense means willfully to do some act, in an effort to bring 

i 

l 

! about or accomplish something the law forbids. 


i 

j 
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Intent ordinarily may not be proved directly but you may infer the defendant's 

i 

intent from the surrounding circumstances. You may consider any statement or action 
made or omitted by the defendant and all other facts and circumstances in evidence 
which indicate his state of mind. 
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The term ''enterprise" includes any individual, partnership, association, 


gpyernmental or other legal entity. 




} 
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Since July 15, 1976 there have been in effect Standards of Judicial Conduct of the 
Supreme Court of Illinois, including the following rules: 

(12) A judge should neither perform nor take part in any judicial act in which his 

t 

personal interest are involved. He should not allow any person to influence him 
improperly or enjoy his favors; he should not convey the impression by his conduct that 
he can be so influenced or affected. 



A scheme means some plan or course of action intended to deprive another of 


something of value including intangible rights. 



J 


Section 33-1: A person commits bribery when: 

i 

(d) he receives, retains or agrees to accept any property or personal advantage 

j ' ■< 

which, he is not authorized by law to accept knowing that such property or personal 
advantage was promised or tendered with intent to cause- him -to influence the 
performance of any act related to the employment or function of any public officer or 

, i 

public employee; [ 

(e) he solicits any property or personal advantage which he is not authorized by 

V 

\ 4 , * 

law to accept pursuant to an understanding that he shall influence the performance of 
any act related to<Jthe employment 1 or function of any public officer or public employee; 

Section 33~3(d): 

f 

t A public officer or .employee commits misconduct when,- in his official capacity, 

* 

he commits any of the following acts: 

* f 

} 

\ (d) solicitsj.or knowingly accepts for the performance of .any,act a fee or reward 

i , 1 

which he knows is! not authorized by law. Illinois Law does not allow a judge to accept 
compensation other than the judge's salary. 



t 

i 
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I do not anticipate that you will need to communicate with me. If you do, 
however, the only proper way is in writing, signed by the foreperson, or if he or she is 
unwilling to do so, by some other juror, and given to the marshal. 



I 

The verdict must represent the considered judgment of each juror. Your verdict, 

' * i 

t 

whether it be guilty or not guilty, must be unanimous. *; 

J You should make every reasonable effort to reach a verdict. In doing so, you 

s * 

should consult with one another, express your own views, and listen to the opinions of 

1 

your fellow jurors. Discuss your’differences with an open mind. Do not hesitate to 

i ' • 

re-examine your own views and change your opinion if you come .to believe it ’ is 

wrong. But you should not surrender your honest beliefs about the weight or effect of 

» 1 ! 
evidence solely because of the opinions of your fellow jurors or for the purpose; of 

returning a unanimous verdict. , 

» ' . 

The twelve of you should give fair and equal consideration to all the evidence arid 

deliberate with the goal of reaching an agreement which is :consistent with the 

* { 

individual judgment of each juror. • 

' 1 i 

You are impartial judges,of the facts. Your sole interest is to determine whether 

* 

J ? J 

the government has proved its case'beyond a reasonable doubt* 

’ \ 1 ; 

f t 1 
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As used in these instructions, the term "involving bribery” refers to a violation of 
either the Illinois bribery statute, Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38, Sections 33-1 or 
the Illinois Official Misconduct statute, Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38, Section 33- 
3(d). 





As I explained to you earlier, the defendant. Judge 
is on trial here because the government has 
charged him with mail fraud, racketeering and extortion. The 
only question you must answer is whether the government proved, 
beyond a reasonable doubt, that he committed the crimes charged 
in this indictment. It is not up to you to decide whether 
any other person is guilty of any crime. The question of the 
possible guilt of others should not enter your thinking when 
you decide whether the government has proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the defendant committed the crimes charged. 




1 


You have been chosen and sworn as jurors in this 
case to try the issues of fact. You are to perfprm this duty 
without bias or prejudice! as to any party. The law does not 
permit you to 'be governed, by sympathy, prejudice or public 
opinion. Both Judge and the prosecution expect 

that you will carefully and impartially consider all the 
evidence in the case, follow the law as stated by the Court 
and reach a just verdict, regardless of the consequences. By 
your -verdict you, and you alone, arrive at the truth for your 
verdict will be the sole declaration of facts. You will 
never be called upon to explain your verdict to anyone. 
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You are the sole judges of the credibility of the witnesses, 
and of the weight to be given to the testimony of each of them. 

In considering the testimony of any witness, including the defendant, 
you may take into account his or her intelligence, his or her ability 
and opportunity to observe, his or her age, his or her memory, his 
or her manner while testifying, any interest, bias or prejudice he 
or she may have, and the reasonableness of his or her testimony 
considered in the light of all the evidence in the case. 





There are two types of evidence: direct and 
circumstantial. Direct evidence is the testimony of a person' 
who claims to have personal knowledge of an event such as an 
eyewitness. Circumstantial evidence is the proof of a chain 
of facts and circumstances which tend to show whether the 
defendant is guilty or not guilty. The law makes no distinction 
between the weight to be given either direct or circumstantial 
evidence. Therefore, all of the evidence in the case, including 
the circumstantial evidence, should be considered by you in i 
arriving at your verdict. 


f 
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Tape recordings of conversations identified by witnesses, 
have been received into evidence. You will have the tapes and! 

i 4 * 

j listening equipment for your use during your deliberations., 

i i 

t 

j ; Transcripts were furnished for your guidance as you listened 

to the tapes. The tapes are the evidence in the case. The tran- 
i scripts are not evidence. If you perceive any differences between 

the, tapes and the transcripts, you will be guided solely by the> 

f ' . ' ■ i 

tapes and not by the transcripts. 

i < 

^ If you cannot determine from the tape that particular words 

* j ' * i 

were spoken, or; if you disagree with what is on the ^transcript/ 

[ t ! 

you must disregard the transcripts insofar as those words are con- 

!, cerned. ! 1 

: .■> i j 

| During your deliberations,, should you request' it, you wijil 
). be^ permitted to have one transcript’ at a time. You should consult 

; > i “ J 

s' the? transcript only as you listen to the tape or tapes to which it 

> i 

l I 

i refers;. . , 

1 ' ' 
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Law enforcement officers, in the course of official investi¬ 
gations of certain kinds of offenses, including official corruption, 
can legally employ investigative techniquest that deceive and engage 
in conduct that would otherwise be unlawful if done by non-law 
enforcement personnel. In the effort to detect such offenses, the 
government is entitled to use decoys and to conceal the identity 
of its agents. Therefore, the techniques used by the FBI in this 
case should not concern you, other than as those techniques may 
reflect on the credibility of witnesses. 






The testimony of a person who believes that under certain 
circumstances falsehoods may be told under oath should be considered 
with caution. 


i 


i 
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You have heard testimony from|_ 

and_and_are providing evidence 

for the government in exchange for a promise from the government 
that they will be charged only with misdemeanors so that they will 
not lose their pensions. is providing evidence for 

the government in exchange for a promise that the government will 
charge him only with a one count indictment and recommend probation. 
These witnesses told the government what they would testify to in 
exchange for these promises. 

The government may present the testimony of someone who has 
been promised favorable treatment in his own case in exchange for 
his testimony. Some people in this position are entirely truthful 
when testifying. Still, you should consider the testimony of such 
witnesses with more caution than the testimony of other witnesses. 
They may have had reason to make up stories or exaggerate what 
others did because they wanted to strike a good bargain with the 
government about their own cases. In deciding whether you believe 
these witnesses' testimony, you should keep these comments in mind. 
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